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Sir: 

In response to the Final Office Action dated May 16, 2006, Applicants would like to 
request a pre-appeal panel review of the application. 

Remarks/Arguments begin on page 2 of this paper. 
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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Claims 2-4 and 6-15 are pending in the present application. 

This request is in response to the Final Office Action mailed May 17, 2006. In the Final 
Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 1-30 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). Applicants 
respectfully traverse the rejections and contend that the Examiner has not established a prima 
facie case of indefiniteness and/or anticipation. 

Pre-appeal panel review of the application in light of the remarks/arguments made herein 
is respectfully requested. 

There are several clear errors in the Examiner's rejections and arguments. 

1. Oxford does not disclose, either expressly or inherently, at least (1) providing a 
plurality of memory banks where each memory bank is accessible to the first and second 
processors for operations selected from the group comprising read and write operations, (2) 
storing subsets of said audio data in the plurality of memory banks where the subsets correspond 
to different groups of audio channels, and (3) a first processor and a second processor coupled to 
said first and second busses, respectively. 

Applicants refer to the response filed on December 28, 2005, page 5. Among other 
things, Applicants submit that Oxford does not disclose memory banks accessible to the first and 
second processors, and storing subsets of audio data, as recited in claim 3. Oxford merely 
discloses a digital signal audio processor 103 (Oxford , col. 4, lines 21-22). Furthermore, Oxford 
does not disclose first and second buses coupled to first and second processors, respectively, as 
recited in claim 6. 

2. Van Nostrand does not disclose different groups of channels and data stream 
corresponding to audio data. 

Applicants refer to the response filed on December 28, 2005, page 7. Among other 
things, Applicants contend that Van Nostrand merely discloses digitized images, and the use of 
Video RAM (VRAM) is only suitable for pixel data, or image data, not audio data. 
Furthermore, Van Nostrand does not disclose different groups of channels. 

3. Fukami does not disclose (1) storing the subsets of audio data in the memory banks in 
an interleaving manner; (2) subsets of real-time audio data corresponding to different groups of 
audio channels; and (3) real-time audio data 
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Applicants refer to the response filed on December 28, 2005, pages 7- 8. Among other 
things, Applicants contend that Fukami merely discloses a single memory circuit 30 accessible to 
only to the DSP circuit 26 (Fukami , col. 4, lines 4-5; Figure 3, element 30), not to first and 
second processors. Therefore, Fukami does not disclose storing the subsets of audio data in the 
memory banks in an interleaving manner. In addition, Fukami merely discloses storing the 
recording signal DR in the memory circuit 30 (Fukami , col. 4, lines 4-5), not subsets of real-time 
audio data corresponding to different groups of audio channels. Furthermore, Fukami merely 
discloses processing audio and video signals from a video tape recorder (Fukami , col. 2, lines 45- 
49), not real-time audio data. Accordingly, Fukami does not disclose or suggest storing subsets 
of real-time audio data in a plurality of memory banks in an interleaving manner. 

4. Shores does not disclose storing in one of the memory banks and reading the stored 
data from another one of the memory banks. 

Applicants refer to the response filed on December 28, 2005, page 8. Among other 
things, Applicants submit that Shores merely discloses a single memory being divided into two 
halves, each half having equal sized groups of successive memory locations (Shores , col. 10, 
lines 22-24; Figure 12, element 33), not storing in one of the memory banks and reading the 
stored data from another one of the memory banks. 

Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request the Review Panel render a decision 
allowing the application. 
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Conclusion 

Applicant respectfully requests the Review Panel render a decision allowing the application. 

Respectfully submitted, 

BLAKELY, SOKOLOFF, TAYLOR & ZAFMAN LLP 



Dated: August 16, 2006 By. 
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